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Get promoted? Change jobs?  We want to hear from you!  Stay connected with DRMI 
by sending us your news and making sure we have your current e-mail address.  When 
a new newsletter becomes available, we’ll send you an email with a newsletter link so 
you can keep in touch with your classmates and stay informed as to the latest with 
DRMI.  Send your news to DrmiAdmin@nps.edu 
___________________________________________________________________________
C.J.’s Corner – Comments from Dr. C.J. LaCivita, Executive Director, DRMI
Those of you who have attended 
courses here at DRMI know that we 
never say goodbye at the end of the 
course.  Instead, we note that the 
world is getting “smaller” and that 
there is a good chance that we will 
meet again.  That the world is get-
ting smaller is truer than ever.  The 
world’s economies have become increasingly inte-
grated since the end of World War II.  World trade as a 
proportion of world GDP has increased from 24% in 
1960 to 54% in 2005, resulting in improved living stan-
dards for billions of people.   
 
 
(See “C.J.’s Corner” on page 2.)  
 
 
Upcoming NATO conference – “Building Integrity and Defense Institution Building”  
 
Celebrating the 60th Anniversary of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization (NATO), the United States in co-
operation with NATO is sponsoring a special confer-
ence “Building Integrity and Defense Institution Build-
ing” hosted by the Defense Resources Management 
Institute (DRMI) at the Monterey Conference Center, 
February 25-27, 2009. This invitation-only gathering 
will bring together senior military and civilian officials 
from NATO, the Partnership for Peace (PfP) and other 
partner countries (Afghanistan, etc.), international or-
ganizations (the OECD, World Bank and International 
Monetary Fund (IMF), etc.), academic experts, defense 
industry groups and companies, and non-governmental 
organizations like Transparency International in sup-
port of NATO’s new Building Integrity Initiative. Partici-
pants will have an opportunity to contribute to the de-
velopment of more efficient and effective defense 
forces in the areas of institution building and countering 
corruption, and to identify opportunities for continued 
collaboration and promotion of best practices. This 
conference contributes to NATO’s key role in defense 
cooperation and collaboration. Results of the confer-
ence will be reported at the annual NATO Summit. An 
over-arching goal is the integration of defense planning 
systems and to ensure a high degree of transparency 
in national defense planning. This flagship conference 
demonstrates the transformation of the alliance, and is 
the only event planned in North America to mark the 
60th anniversary of the Alliance and the 100th anniver-
sary of the Naval Postgraduate School. More informa-




Improving Performance Measurement in Defense Organizations (excerpted from publication in Armed Forces 
Comptroller, in press, Winter 2009), by Drs. Natalie Webb and Diana Angelis
  
Have you lived through 
Planning- Programming- 
Budgeting, Management by 
Objectives, Zero-based Budge-
ting, Total Quality Management 
/Leadership, the Government 
Performance and Results Act, 
and the Balanced Scorecard?
1  
Have you seen too many 
strategic plans come and go with few ap-
parent connections to your everyday 
work? Do you sometimes find it hard to 
describe how the results of your work fit 
the mission and vision statements of your 
organization?  If so, you are not alone. 
 
(See “Performance” on page 10.)
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C.J.’s Corner (Continued from page 1.) 
 
However, this increasing integra-
tion of the world’s economies, also 
known as globalization, presents 
both opportunities and challenges 
for national security.  As noted 
above, the increase in the flow of 
goods, services and capital, as well 
as the migration of people and 
knowledge, has led to increased 
economic growth for those coun-
tries that have chosen to participate 
in globalization.  But these cross-
border flows have also led to new 
and increased security risks.  
Globalization has changed both the 
agents and the scope of national 
security threats.  In the past, coun-
tries were the primary threat agents 
to national security, and the threat’s 
typical scope was organized ar-
mies. While these threat agents still 
exist, they are joined by threats 
posed by non-state agents that op-
erate transnationally, without orga-
nized armies.  These agents in-
clude paramilitary guerilla groups, 
cults and religious organizations, 
organized crime syndicates and 
terrorist organizations.  The scope 
of these agents has widened as 
well.  In addition to terrorist attacks 
on physical structures and people, 
globalization and the worldwide 
system of communication, it has 
engendered, many other types of 





In acknowledgement of the increas-
ingly complex relationship between 
globalization and national security, 
we at DRMI have included a lec-
ture, “Globalization and National 
Security,” in some of our courses 
over the last three or four years.  In 
addition, the Naval Postgraduate 
School established the Global Pub-
lic Policy Academic Group, effec-
tive 1 January 2009, as an inter-
disciplinary group to study the na-
tional security implications of glob-
alization.  The mission of the group 
is to conduct research and develop 
research-led educational programs.  
I will wear a second hat as the 
chair of the new group, and Dr. Bob 
McNab of the DRMI faculty will 
have a joint appointment to the 
Group.  The goal of the Group is to 
broaden the understanding of glob-
alization’s forces and their potential 
impact on national security policy in 
order to inform, and also to help 
shape, national policy. 
 
1
 See Victor D. Cha (2000). “Globalization 
and the Study of International Security," 
Journal of Peace Research, pp. 391-403, for 
an in depth discussion of agency and scope. 
 
 
DRMI makes headlines! 
 
On 5 December 2008, the Naval Postgraduate School’s homepage published an article by Barbara Honegger 
about DRMI entitled, “DRMI Helps Partner Nations Get More Bang for the Buck.”  
 




The United States Army’s Resources Management magazine (FY 2008 4
th
 Quarter, pp. 33-34) published a story 
by Maria Pangelinan about her DRMC 08-4 experience entitled, “Defense Resources Management Course.”  
 
















Participant class photo (above) and on a Monterey peninsula tour (right) 
 
The Defense Resources Management 
Course (DRMC) 09-1 began 5 January. 
There are 23 participants, including 11 inter-
nationals from six countries. The course con-
cludes on 30 January. 
 
 
Madagascar MIDMC, by Drs. Anke Richter and Francois Melese 
 
DRMI presented its first 
Mobile International Defense 
Management Course 
(MIDMC) in Antananarivo, 
Madagascar from Dec-
ember 1-5, 2008. The main 
objective of this course was 
to share economic and 
management tools and 
concepts that support 
effective and efficient 
planning and allocation of 
scarce defense resources.  
Madagascar is restructuring its military, so DRMI tailored the course to facilitate this effort.  
DRMI designed the course to specifically develop support for the Madagascar Action Plan 
(MAP). The course shared key decision tools and public budgeting concepts with the 
participants and tied directly to this economic development plan.  DRMI expanded the Offshore 
Patrol Vessel (OPV) case and used it as the primary case study throughout the week.  This 
one-week course offers a template for future courses in that it DRMI specifically designed it to 
tie into the country’s overall development plan. 
 
The class consisted of 35 senior military officials from Madagascar’s Armed 
Forces and three senior military officials from the Comoros.  The mix of 
services and functional areas within the Madagascar armed forces and the 
participation of their neighbors, the Comoros, contributed to dynamic small 
group discussions and enhanced the exchange of views, ideas, and the 
building of networks among this group of current and future military 
leaders. 
 
(See “Madagascar” continued on page 4.) 
Participants hard at work in discussion (above) and lecture (below) 
  
Issue 27 www.nps.edu/DRMI January 2009 
 
4 
Madagascar (Continued from page 3.)  
 
The participants received and enthusiastically praised the course.  The faculty team members (Dr. Francois Me-
lese and Dr. Anke Richter) translated their own materials and presented all their instruction in French. 
 
The Minister of Defense invited course coordinator, Dr. Melese to talk with him and thanked the team for sharing 
valuable concepts and ideas that contributed to the ongoing restructuring of the Madagascar Armed Forces.  
Madagascar’s national TV news reported on the meeting with the Minister as we well as the closing ceremony.
Mexico MIDMC, by Senior Lecturer Luis Morales
The Defense Resources Management Institute pre-
sented a one-week Mobile International Defense Man-
agement Course in Mexico City, Mexico from 17-21 No-
vember 2008.  The faculty team consisted of Dr. Jim 
Morris, Dr. Jim Airola and Senior Lecturer Luis Morales 
(course coordinator). The course had 25 participants 
from the Mexican Army (12), Air Force (3) and Navy (10) 
and took place at the Sheraton Maria Isabel Hotel.  
 
 
Participants, interpreters and faculty of Mexico MIDMC 09-1 on the 
steps of the Sheraton Maria Isabel lobby in Mexico City, Mexico 
 
A Mexico MIDMC 09-1 discussion group participant presents his 
group’s analysis to other members of the class 
The faculty’s main course objective was to share 
economic, quantitative and management concepts 
that support effective and efficient planning and allo-
cation of scarce public resources, which provided a 
foundation to discuss ways to improve Mexico’s De-
fense resource allocation process.  This course was 
DRMI’s fourth consecutive resource management 
course conducted in Mexico. 
Cost Estimating workshop in Astana, Kazakhstan, by Dr. Diana Angelis 
Dr. Diana Angelis and LTC Mark Hladky conducted a workshop on Cost Estimating in Astana, 
Kazakhstan 3-6 November 2008.  The workshop presented concepts and methods related to 
cost estimation with the goal of developing a cost model for Kaz Brigade (KAZBRIG) and Kaz 
Batallion (KAZBAT) peacekeeping operations.  Topics covered included cost concepts, cost es-
timating techniques, force costing issues, cost of contingency operations, cost estimating mod-
els, and contingency contracting issues.  Workshop participants developed cost categories for 
KAZBAT/KAZBRIG operations and examined categories and models used by the U.S. Army for 
contingency operations.  Participants also discussed the need for a cost database to support 
automated costing models for Kazak operations.  The workshop provided an excellent forum for 
the exchange of ideas and DRMI is looking forward to the next event scheduled for Spring 2009. 
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Capacity Building in Iraq, by Senior Lecturer Steve Hurst
 
Senior Lecturers Steve 
Hurst and Luis Morales 
recently conducted a four-
day Program Management 
Conference from 2-5 No-
vember 2008 for senior 
leaders and a three-day 
Project Management 
Workshop from 27 – 30 
October 2008 for mid-level management rep-
resentatives from the Ministry of the Interior 
(MoI) of the Government of Iraq. DRMI con-
ducted the course at the High Institute for   
Security and Management Development, 
which is the central educational command for 
the Baghdad Police College.  The College is 
in an Iraqi-controlled area located in the  
 
 
Iraqi participants at lunch 
 
eastern part of central Baghdad near Sadr City.  The college is 
adjacent to Forward Operating Base (FOB) Shield, a U.S. com-
pound housing all of the coalition advisors to the Iraqi MoI in 
general, and the police college in particular.  
 
Support for both courses was nothing short of outstanding.  COL 
Larry Saunders, USA, Senior Advisor to the Baghdad Police Col-
lege and his team could not have been better hosts. Each morn-
ing, the U.S. side supplied plates of fruit and rolls, along with 
coffee and a variety of juices, while the High Institute supplied 
what can only be described as a feast of Iraqi food for lunch 
each day.  
 
 
Iraqi capacity building participants 
 
DRMI will return to Iraq in February to conduct future resources 
management conferences involving multi-ministry representation 




IDMC 08-2 Washington DC trip, by Field Studies Program Manager Ms. Charlie Orsburn 
 
The 51 IDMC 08-2 participants and 
the escorts, Senior Lecturer Al 
Polley, LtCol Scott Griffith, Dr. 
George Satterthwaite, Ms. Mary Jo 
McDonough and Field Studies 
Program Manager Charlie Orsburn 
had a very busy and full schedule 
during the Washington, DC trip, 28 
October – 2 November 2008 The 
participants spent the first day of the trip taking a capi-
tol city tour. Participants visited the Lincoln, Vietnam 
War, Korean War, and World War II Memorials, and 
enjoyed a guided tour of the capitol rotunda and other 
rooms, including the statuary and the crypt.  Many of 
the participants also saw the Supreme Court and the 
Library of Congress. 
 
On Thursday at the Pentagon, Joseph A Benkert, As-
sistant Secretary of Defense for Global Security Af-
fairs briefed the participants.  After the Pentagon brief-
ing and some lunch at Pentagon City, the participants 
headed to the State Department where they met the 
Director of the Office of Congressional and Public Af-
fairs, Jason (Jay) H. Greer.  Mr. Greer gave partici-
pants an overview of the State Department’s role in 
American government and guided the group through 
briefings by Ms. Nisha Singh, from the Bureau of 
South and Central Asian Affairs, on the situation in 
Afghanistan; Mr. Richard Nephew, from the Bureau of 
International Security and Nonproliferation on U.S. 
policy on Iran as it pertains to the issues of nonprolif-
eration and Mr. Timothy A. Betts, Director, Iraq Politi-
cal Military Affairs on the situation in Iraq. 
  
 
(See “D.C. Trip” on page 6.) 
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D.C. Trip (Continued from page 5.) 
On Friday, participants headed to Institute for Defense 
Analyses (IDA) for a series of briefings.  Robert (Bob)  
Soule, Division Director for the operational Evaluation 
Division; Dr. Bill Greer, RSM; Dr. Larry Goldberg, 
RSM; and Mr. Kent Fasana, RSM, briefed the partici-
pants on the following subjects respectively: How the 
Defense Department Uses “Think Tanks;” Enlistment 
Early Warning System Study; C-17 Cost & Opera-
tional Effectiveness Analysis (COEA); Making Amer-
ica’s Security Partners Better Defense Resource 
Managers. These briefings were of particular interest 
to the participants as they are directly related to the 
second half courses here at DRMI.  After the briefings 
at IDA participants headed back to the hotel where 
many headed out to the embassies, museums, 
Georgetown, New York and Atlantic City. 
   
On Saturday, participants had additional free time to 
visit museums and embassies. 
   
The participants presented their Field Studies Pro-
gram (FSP) Presentations on Monday afternoon. 
 Participants covered the following topics in their 
presentations: Military Power (The War Powers Act of 
1973 and the difference between the authorization or 
declaration of war); Presidential Power (comparison of 
Roles and powers of the United States, Saudi Arabia, 
Oman, Spain, Korea, Albania, Mali, Moldova and 
Bangladesh); Global Media (Soft Power vs. Hard 
Power); Hunger & Food; Education (The Role of Edu-
cation in the United States) and Government Power 
(The Power to Make Law in the United States).  
 
The IDMC 08-2 concluded with a closing reception on 
3 December and a graduation ceremony on 5 De-





IDMC 08-2 participants in Washington, D.C. 
 
Canada MIDMC, by Senior Lecturer Al Polley 
 
DRMI conducted 
its fourth mobile 
course in Canada 
during the period 
29 September – 
10 October 2008. 
The DRMI faculty 
team consisted 
of Dr. Francois 
Melese, Dr. Jim Morris, Senior Lec-
turer Al Polley (course coordinator) 
and Dr. Kent Wall.  There were 14 
military and eight civilian partici-
pants, most of whom work for the 
Director of Force Planning and 
Program Coordination (DFPPC). 
 All of the participants were actively 
engaged in resource management 
issues confronting Canada's De-
partment of National Defense.  As 
in previous Canadian courses, they 
were highly motivated, well in-
formed, and demanding that the 
course material be relevant to their 
needs. This mixture of interest and 
intellect makes the Canada course 
a delight for the DRMI faculty. 
Colonel Carl Wohlgemuth, the 
Chief of Program in DFPPC, and 
Mr. Craig Miller, the Associate 
Chief of Program in DFPPC, re-
quested this course specifically for 
their staff.  Mr. Miller addressed the 
class on the first day to explain his 
goals for the event.  This set a per-
fect tone for the course and con-
tributed to its overall success.  He 
was also able to attend regularly 
throughout the two weeks despite 
his busy work schedule.  Colonel 
Wohlgemuth, who attended the 
2005 mobile course, closed the 
course and handed out the certifi-
cates.  Both gentlemen have 
DRMI's sincere thanks for bringing 
the course to fruition.  
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Serbian mil-to-mil, by Dr. Diana Angelis 
 
Associate Professor Diana Angelis and Senior Lecturer Don Bonsper conducted a two-day, mil-to-mil seminar in 
Belgrade Serbia 29-30 October 2008. The short but intense event focused on the key concepts of a high-level 




The 30 attendees came from the Serbian Armed Forces, General Staff, and Ministry of Defense.  This was the 
third time DRMI has worked with officials from Serbia in the last two years.  DRMI expects to soon receive Serbs 




IDMC 08-2 class notes 
 
Colonel Mohammad Sbaiti (Leba-
nese Army) wrote that he received a 
promotion to brigadier general effec-
tive July 1, 2008. Congratulations 
BGEN Sbaiti!  
 
LTC Krishna Dev Bhatta (Nepalese 
Army) wrote that he had “good expo-
sure, experience and memories of 
Monterey.” 
 
SIDMC 2008 class notes 
 
Mr. Anandsing Acharuz (Mauritius 
Ministry of Finance and Develop-
ment) sent DRMI his regards 
 
Rear Admiral Jan Eirik Finseth 
(Norwegian Navy) writes that his 
“new post is as Chief of Defense 
Staff, which is the Executive Officer 
of the Armed F of N (No. 2 in the hi-
erarchy)” and sent DRMI his regards. 
 
Colonel Hasny Md Salleh (Malay-




IDMC 08-1 class notes 
 
Colonel Waleed Al-Enezi  (Saudi 
Arabian National Guard) sends DRMI 
his greetings.  Colonel Al-Enezi also 
attended DRMC 08-2, SGOP 08-1 
and BRCER 08-1. 
 
IDMC 07-2 class notes  
 
Major Flora Dako (Albanian Forces 
General Staff) sent her regards to 
DRMI. (Major Dako also attended 
MIDMC 06-4.); LTC Daniel Ilie  
(Romanian Army); Major Ab-
dourahman Hared (Djibouti Armed 
Forces); Colonel Yuriy Tsurko 
(Ukrainian General Staff); and LTC 
Marek Wachowiec (Polish Air Force) 
sent DRMI their greetings. 
 
IDMC 07-1 class notes  
  
LTC Aferdita Blaka (Albanian Army) 







IDMC 06-2 class notes 
 
Colonel Enrique Tonazzi Dieterich 
(Argentine Joint Staff) sent DRMI his 
greetings. 
 
LCDR German Walberto Zecena (El 
Salvadoran Navy) writes that he has 
been “promoted to OH&S Corporate 
Manager For HOLCIM El Salvador, 
starting October 2008.” As part of his 
duties, he will “accountable for all 
industrial and occupational safety 
issues in the business in El Salvador, 
including the two cement plants, the 
cement bags factory, concrete and 
aggregates plants in the whole coun-
try.” He will be “reporting directly to 
the CEO and functionally to the 
OH&S Regional Manager.” He re-
ceived training in Ecuador, Costa 
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Participant News (Continued from 
page 7.) 
 
IDMC 05-2 class notes 
 
Mr. Jonas Arturas Jagelavicius 
(Lithuanian MoD) and LTC Dragan 
Zmajevic (Bosnian and Herzego-
vinian Army) sent DRMI their greet-
ings. 
IDMC 05-1 class notes 
Colonel Florian Toporan (Roma-
nian Army) sent DRMI his greet-
ings. Colonel Toporan also at-




IDMC 03-2 class notes  
 
Ms. Faten Kubba (Iraqi MoD) 
sends her regards to DRMI and 
writes that it is “getting better” for 
her and that she is “hopeful.”  She 
continues to hear bombs “from time 
to time” and “bad news,” but it is 
“less than before. 
Conference Presentations and Research 
 
Dr. Jim Airola participates in Monterey Institute 
panel 
 
On 28 October 2008 at the 
Monterey Institute of International 
Studies, Dr. Jim Airola served as a 
panelist for the International Trade 
and Commercial Diplomacy Club's 
panel discussion, titled "From Wall 
Street to Main Street, Deconstructing 
the Financial Crisis."  Approximately 
200 people attended the panel 
discussion. 
 
Drs. Amara and Webb attend the 11th Defense Eco-
nomics Conference sponsored by the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense's Director of Program Analy-
sis and Evaluation. 
 
Drs. Jomana Amara and Natalie 
Webb attended the conference 
entitled, “The Economics of War,” 
on November 17th, 2008, at the 
Institute for Defense Analyses in 
Alexandria, Virginia.  Included in 
the agenda were talks on the 
economic history of war and the 
economic conditions for war and 
peace.  
 
Dr. Anke Richter and Mr. Sinan Khan present at the American Public Health Association 136
th
 Annual 
Meeting and Exposition. 
 
At the American Public Health Association 136
th
 Annual Meeting and Exposition in San Diego, CA, October 25-
29, 2008, Dr. Anke Richter and her student, Mr. Sinan Khan, presented their research, an analysis of alternate 
modes of dispensing for oral prophylactic medications, within Los Angeles County for the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Health.  Their session was entitled, “Dispensing Mass Prophylaxis – Going Beyond Points 
of Dispensing.” This practical application of multi criteria decision analysis was designed to help the department of 
public health choose the alternate modes of dispensing that were most relevant given their stated objectives.  
These objectives were based on satisfying mandated Centers for Disease Control (CDC) distribution require-
ments as well as the failure modes of the current points of dispensing system (PODS). The assessment showed 
the top alternatives under two different model structures and enabled the department to disregard those alterna-
tives that were markedly inferior. 
Dr. Anke Richter visits the Department of Defense, Program Analysis and Evaluation  
 
Dr. Anke Richter visited the Department of Defense, Program Analysis and Evaluation (PA&E), in Washington, 
DC October 2008.   While there, she was able to attend two three-star programmers’ meetings which were being 
held in preparation of the four-star decision meeting and saw the discussions on the inputs into the final Program 
Decision Memorandum for 2010.  This was directly relevant to the core courses taught at DRMI and demon-
strated the intricacies involved in a real world application of the PPBS process. 
 
Dr. Anke Richter visits the Naval Health Research Center 
Dr. Anke Richter visited the Naval Health Research Center in Point Loma, CA October 2008.  At NHRC, Dr. Rich-
ter met with Dr. Paula Konoske and Dr. Michael Galarneau to further develop collaborative interests for on-going 
projects and masters’ students as well as to develop new research projects of interest to the Navy.  Two propos-
als have been submitted that may hopefully lead to a Joint Research Agreement with the center. 
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Dr. Anke Richter presents three papers at the Institute for Operations Research and Management Sci-
ences (INFORMS) Annual Meeting 
 
Dr. Anke Richter presented three 
papers at the Institute for Opera-
tions Research and Management 
Sciences (INFORMS) Annual Meet-
ing, Washington, DC, October 12-
15, 2008: 
 
The first paper, “Planning Navy  
Humanitarian Medical Missions,” 
Dr. Richter co-authored with LT 
Kathleen Cooperman and CDR 
Linda Houde, two of her recent 
Master’s students from the Gradu-
ate School of Business and Public 
Policy at NPS, presents an model 
for determining the appropriate 
staffing for a Navy humanitarian 
medical mission based on the 
stated mission objectives and their 
alignment with the country health 
needs as described by the World  
Health Organization, UNICEF, and  
the World Bank.  
 
With the second paper, “Assessing 
the Impact of Global Price Interde-
pendencies,” Dr. Richter presented 
her linear programming model de-
tailing the interactions in the inter-
national pricing decisions surround 
novel prescription medications.  
These interactions form an interna-
tional game (in the game theoretic 
sense) between the multinational 
pharmaceutical corporations and 
the individual countries in which 
these products are launched.  Un-
derstanding the implications of in-
dividual country policy decisions in 
the international pricing strategy 
will help the individual countries 
better formulate their policies such 
that they do not experience unin-
tended consequences in the form 
of the pharmaceutical company’s 
decision on product launch and 
product pricing in their country. 
 
The third paper, “Impact of Uncer-
tainty in HIV Resource Allocation,” 
Dr. Richter co-authored with Kath-
erine Hicks of RTI International, 
characterizes the potential impacts 
of data uncertainty in resource allo-
cation models for HIV/AIDS preven-
tion programs.  The study shows that 
small variations in certain key data 
variables have the ability to com-
pletely alter the projected course of 
the epidemic.  The authors explored 
various resource allocation strate-
gies to mitigate the impacts of the 
resource allocation choices under 
the uncertainty of difficult to obtain 
data. 
Dr. Natalie Webb attends Association for Research on Nonprofit Associations and Voluntary Action 
(ARNOVA) annual conference 
 
Dr. Natalie Webb attended the ARNOVA conference in Philadelphia, PA in November 2008.  She organized two 
conference sessions titled, “Motivations and contributing factors for volunteering,” and “Charitable giving: Empiri-
cal research into motivations by individuals and communities.”  She presented two papers, “Public assistance 
use, religiosity, and volunteering for social change,” coauthored with Chao Guo, Laura Peck and Rikki Abzug; and 
“Under what conditions can the U.S. military forge successful partnerships with indigenous NGOs?” with Rikki 





Airola, J.S. (2008). Incentives Within the Public Enterprise: Civilians in the Department of Defense. Perspectives  
in Business 5(2).  
 
Airola, J.S. (2008). Trade and wages: A regional analysis of the effects of trade and foreign direct investment on  
wages in Mexico. Review of Development Economics 12(2), 276-290.  
 
 
Khan, S., & Richter, A. (In Press). Using decision analysis to select alternate modes of dispensing - An example  
from Los Angeles county public health. Journal of Emergency Management. 
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Staff and Faculty News 
 
Dr. Anke Richter serves as reviewer 
 
Dr. Anke Richter serves as a reviewer for Homeland Security Affairs and Healthcare Management Science.   
 
Dr. Anke Richter reviews abstracts for annual Society for Medical Decision Making meeting 
 
Dr. Anke Richter served as an abstract reviewer for the 30th Annual Meeting of the Society for Medical Decision 
Making (October 18-22, 2008). 
 
Performance (Continued from page 1.) 
The history of performance meas-
urement in government is filled with 
the trials and failures of perform-
ance-based management (PBM) 
systems. These initiatives, going 
back over 55 years, resulted from 
federal budgets that inadequately 
linked programs to costs.
2, 3 
 Be-
cause this problem has not yet 
been “solved”—nor is it easily solv-
able—we have experienced the 
institution of numerous PBM sys-
tems. Each PBM system attempts 
to provide an answer to a nearly 
70-year old question asked by Vla-
dimir Orlando Key, an American 
political scientist: “On what basis 
shall it be decided to allocate X 
dollars to activity A instead of activ-
ity B?”  
 
Managers designed PBM systems 
to focus the attention of an organi-
zation’s personnel, and its man-
agement in particular, on desired 
outcomes—those results that can 
be directly mapped to strategic 
goals. Secondarily, PBM systems 
help managers use resources to 
achieve those outcomes in a cost-
effective manner. These systems 
tend to connect performance 
measures through some sort of 
hierarchy, starting at the top with 
strategies, flowing down to useful 
metrics, and from relevant proc-
esses and their metrics, back to 
strategies. 
 
As one might surmise from the 
number of PBM systems tried in 
government, public-sector manag-
ers have found connecting re-
sources to outcomes complicated, 
demanding, and data-intensive. 
Particularly challenging is the effort 
to find outcomes in the provision of 
public goods and services. The 
provision of national defense, edu-
cation, public health and safety, 
and similar public services gener-
ally results in outcomes that are 
difficult to measure and to agree 
upon. 
This article describes what can be 
measured; keys to developing good 
measures; which measures matter 
for determining effectiveness and 
efficiency; and the measures and 
data necessary to begin measuring 
what matters. While the article de-
scribes performance measurement 
in general, the framework and 
many examples focus on the de-
fense community.  
 
A Framework for Understanding 
Defense Performance 
 
Figure 1 presents a circular-flow 
model of defense performance, 
emphasizing an ongoing and 
iterative process. We use this 
process to describe desirable 
measures—those that indicate how 
well an organization achieves its 
stated goals and desired outcomes 
(that is, whether it is effective) and 
whether it conducts its activities 
(that is, uses inputs to produce 
outputs) by employing the least 
cost combination of resources 
necessary (that is, whether it is 
efficient). 
Beginning at the top with threats, a 
government develops defense 
policies and strategies based on an 
assessment of the threat environment. 
Leaders plan for forces needed to 
implement the policies and strategies 
and prepare budgets to resource 
personnel, equipment, and other 
inputs needed to provide defense 
activities. 
 
Once appropriations are enacted, 
different types of funds flow to 
organizations through apportionments, 
allocations, and allotments. Each 
organization buys inputs (resources 
used, such as labor, materials, 
infrastructure, etc.) needed to 
undertake its own activities and 
missions. Activities combine the 
inputs to produce outputs. 
 
Efficiency is the way we measure 
whether we are doing things right:  
Did we use the least cost 
combination of inputs in producing 
services or goods? This is reflected 
in the “inputs to activities to 
outputs” part of the model. Rather 
than focusing on line items and 
appropriations (budgeting processes), 
efficiency requires understanding the 
outputs, including the ability to measure 
outputs and assign them to the 
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Figure 1. Circular Flow of Defense Perform-
ance 
Effectiveness comes from the 
“outputs to outcomes” part of the 
model. It describes how well the 
organization’s outputs performed 
relative to the strategies or high-
level goals the organization set out 
to achieve. Effectiveness also 
answers the question, “Are we 
doing the right things?” 
 
Outcomes are results, consequences, 
effects, or impacts of direct importance 
to stakeholders. Outcomes, however, 
depend not only on the output 
generated but also on the interaction 
of the output with the environment 
and the interpretation of stakeholders 
as to the “success” of that 
interaction. For example, we could 
measure attaining the goal of 
providing national security by how 
members of the public feel about 
whether they are “safe,” whether 
“we are winning the battle,” or “how 
many attacks occur daily.” Clearly, 
there are many measures, each 
with some utility for a particular 
audience and none fully measuring 
the “success” of the goal of 
providing national security. 
 
In the following sections, we 
provide definitions and attributes of 
good performance measures, 
further discuss measuring 
efficiency and effectiveness, and 
conclude with a section on 
measures of most importance to 
financial managers. 
 
Developing Desirable Measures  
 
Desirable metrics flow from the 
goals and show whether a program 
or an organization is effective and 
efficient. Developing useful 
measures also requires some 
understanding of the types and 
characteristics of good measures. 
Describing the measurement of 
objectives in his book Value-
Focused Thinking, Ralph L. 
Keeney identified three types of 
measures: natural, constructed, 
and proxy.  A natural measure is 
one that is in general use and 
easily understood because it has a 
common interpretation. For 
example, the U.S. dollar is a 
natural measure for cost. Natural 
measures directly gauge the 
degree to which a performance 
target is met. If the objective is to 
minimize cost, for example, then 
we can directly measure how well 
we achieve that objective in dollars. 
 
Often, particularly in the public sec-
tor’s provision of goods and serv-
ices, it is difficult to find a suitable 
natural measure. In such cases, we 
might use a proxy measure, that is, 
one that is related to the perform-
ance target but does not measure it 
directly.  If we want to measure 
workplace safety, we might use the 
number of accidents as a proxy 
measure.  
  
In many cases we have no clear 
understanding of how performance 
should be measured, so we con-
struct measures.  A constructed 
measure describes different levels 
of achievement and assigns a nu-
merical value to each level. To as-
sess a safety hazard, a simple 
constructed scale might be: 
 
5 Fatal injury 
4        Permanent disabling injury 
3 Disabling injury 
2 Injury causing time off work 
1 First aid only 
 
Note that constructed scales in-
volve some degree of subjectivity; 
therefore, we must carefully de-
scribe each level to reduce ambigu-
ity. 
 
Finding the right measures requires 
careful consideration of the in-
tended and the unintended conse-
quences, as well as actual and 
perceived incentives.  Or, as world 
business leader, Eliyahu M. 
Goldratt, aptly illustrates, “Tell me 
how you are going to measure me, 
and I’ll tell you how I will behave.”  
In a 2005 article for Operations Re-
search, Dr. Keeney and R.S. Greg-
ory suggest five desirable proper-
ties to keep in mind as we develop 
measures. The accompanying box 
identifies the properties.  
 
Five Desirable Properties for 
Performance Measures 
 
1.  Unambiguous—the relationship 
between the measure and the per-
formance target should be clear 
and easy to interpret. 
 
2.  Comprehensive—the measure 
covers all possible levels of per-
formance. 
 
3.  Direct—the measure should 
directly reflect the desired perform-
ance. 
 
4.  Operational—the data being 
used to measure performance is 
available or can be obtained with a 
reasonable amount of cost and ef-
fort. 
 
5.  Understandable—everyone 
agrees on what is being measured 
and how it will be measured. 
 
To recap, the development and 
selection of performance measures 
is a complex and difficult task. 
Measures of outcomes try to link 
outputs (the product of activity) to 
outcomes (the results desired).  
 
See “Performance” on page 12.) 
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Measures of efficiency link the cost 
of inputs to outputs. Measuring per-
formance in the public sector gen-
erally requires the use of proxies to 
substitute for direct measures of 
outcomes and/or constructed 
measures related to desired out-
comes and may require similar 
measures of outputs. In all cases, 
those setting measures should try 
to make their measures meet the 
five desired characteristics to the 
extent possible. Finally, good 
measures should provide decision 
makers with useful information 
while encouraging desirable behav-
ior that contributes to the achieve-




As previously defined, efficiency is 
a measure of how well an organiza-
tion turns inputs into outputs. Unit 
cost or average cost, a commonly 
accepted measure of efficiency, is 
useful for linking performance to 
budgets. Accountants and econo-
mists define unit cost as cost di-
vided by units and it requires infor-
mation about: 
 
• The total cost of the inputs 
used to produce the outputs 
• How the inputs are used to 
produce the outputs 
• The amount and type of out-
puts produced 
 
Budget and accounting records 
contain the costs of inputs pur-
chased. To find the total cost of 
inputs used by the organization to 
produce an output, however, we 
must look at how those outputs are 
produced, that is, the processes 
and activities of the organization. 
 
In most cases, organizations use 
some inputs not funded from their 
operating budgets. For example, 
we fund military labor, an essential 
input to the activities of the organi-
zation and the production of out-
puts, from Active and Reserve 
component appropriations gener-
ally not controlled at the organiza-
tional level.  
 
To determine how inputs produce 
outputs and the costs of outputs, 
we use cost accounting, the proc-
ess of collecting and allocating 
costs to outputs. Cost-accounting 
systems accumulate costs by com-
ponents of the organization re-
sponsible for producing goods and 
services and allocate them to the 
outputs produced within each com-
ponent. 
 
Simply dividing the total expendi-
tures of an organization by the 
number of outputs produced pro-
vides a useless number unless we 
divide outputs into relatively homo-
geneous groups. For example, the 
unit cost of educating traditional 
students differs significantly from 
the unit cost of educating special-
needs students. In general, outputs 
with similar characteristics require 
similar activities. Thus expenditures 
on inputs must be accumulated 
separately for each type of output, 
and outputs must be divided into 
relatively homogeneous groups so 
that the unit cost within each group 
is comparable and relevant to the 
management of the organization’s 
efficiency. 
 
One of the most difficult aspects of 
calculating unit cost within service 
organizations involves the identifi-
cation of exactly what constitutes a 
unit of output. Compounding this 
problem is the fact that input costs 
are usually measured for a period 
of time (normally a year); outputs 
may take a longer period to be pro-
duced. If we intend to manage effi-
ciency with unit cost, we must ad-
dress these problems. 
 
In summary, unit cost is an easily 
understood measure of efficiency, 
but calculating a reliable value re-
quires some analysis. Standard 
budgeting and accounting systems 
are designed to measure input 
costs and do not directly provide 
the necessary information. Cost-
accounting systems can be de-
signed to provide useful information 
but can be expensive and time-
consuming to implement. For man-
agers, the key is to develop a 
measure of efficiency that is both 




Effectiveness, as we stated, de-
scribes how well the organization’s 
output achieves the strategies or 
high-level goals of the organization. 
To measure effectiveness requires 
knowing 
• Who are the customers and/or 
stakeholders? 
• What are their expectations? 
• What are their desired out-
comes? 
 
Proper construction of effective-
ness measures requires connecting 
metrics to organizational goals. 
Because outcomes are subjective 
and the future is unknown, meas-
ures of effectiveness can be diffi-
cult to define and use with accu-
racy. In the defense community, we 
often substitute input or output 
measures for outcomes. To the 
extent that these measures cause 
a desired result, they may be rea-
sonable proxies for the desired 
outcome. Note, however, that at 
least part of an outcome results 
from the interaction of the output 
with an environment. 
 
No matter how efficient an organi-
zation is in providing the output, 
other factors affect the outcome. 
For example, the output “x” sorties 
flown may result in winning a battle 
or losing an aircraft; both outcomes 
depend on many factors including 
those beyond the control of the 
squadron, pilot, or commander. 
Even the outcome of “winning a  
 
See “Performance” on page 13.) 
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battle” may not be universally 
agreed upon by stakeholders. Simi-
larly, the outcome of losing an air-
craft depends on where you sit—
were you the pilot, the squadron 
commander, the combatant com-
mander, the taxpayer, or another 
interested party? 
 
Even in noncombat organizations, 
effectiveness can be difficult to 
assess. Meals served (an output) 
may be tasty, delicious, fattening, 
or unhealthy. Each outcome is 
acceptable to some people 
(perhaps even desired by some!) 
and not to others. Well-prepared 
customer service surveys can 
provide data that assess 
(subjectively) whether desired 
outcomes were met. In the preceding 
example, as in the provision of many 
public services, conflicting goals can 
affect survey results—some folks 
may want healthy meals while 
others want something else. 
Customers will have different 
responses to the survey based on 
their desires, their knowledge of the 
relative healthiness of their food 
choices, etc. 
 
Perhaps one of the most interesting 
and difficult output/outcome 
dilemmas in the defense community 
comes from measuring readiness. 
Readiness may be the end state of a 
particular organization’s efforts. If an 
organization completes a standard 
level of maintenance then it may 
have achieved its desired outcome. 
A combatant commander, on the 
other hand, requires the asset as 
an input to the process of going 
into battle. Thus one person’s 
outputs and outcomes may be only 
intermediate outcomes or even 





This is true in other aspects of 
organizations as well. The output of 
cutting checks may result in 
personnel receiving accurate 
paychecks on time—a positive and 
expected outcome for those 
receiving the paychecks, but only 
an intermediate outcome (at best) 
for leadership, whose immediate 
concern most likely is the results of 
combat and other operations-oriented 
actions. (Of course, paying personnel 
on time has repercussions that can 
affect higher-level strategic goals, so 
such an issue may rise to a first-order 
performance failure in the minds of 
leaders.) 
 
In summary, informative measures 
of effectiveness link cause and 
effect. In the many cases where 
effectiveness cannot be directly 
measured in the defense community, 
we use proxy (often output) 
measures (such as sorties flown, 
bombs dropped, or casualties). To 
the degree that these measures 
predict success (and none of them is 
likely to do so completely without 
some other measure of political, 
environmental, or other factors), 
they may be meaningful. When a 
composite measure, such as 
readiness, appears to offer better 
predictive power, it may be 
substituted for a nonmeasurable 
outcome. 
 
It is also more difficult (and gener-
ally almost impossible) to assign 
the costs of inputs to outcomes. 
Where a relationship can be shown 
(such as lower funding resulting in 
overall readiness over time), per-
haps using data for a funding re-
quest may be appropriate. In gen-
eral, though, such data have tenu-
ous linkages at best and may pro-
voke bad behavior. (An example of 
bad behavior results from a belief 
that more money will fix every-
thing—therefore, spend it all and 
ask for more rather than prioritizing 
repairs, asking hard questions 
about what we do not need to do to 
achieve the goals, etc.) 
 
Finally, it is important to question 
what we measure. Where meas-
ures contribute to achieving results, 
we should use them; where they do 
not, measures should be aban-
doned. Using measures for a pur-
pose not intended provides ex-
tremely bad outcomes for the orga-
nization. For example, using obliga-
tion rates to evaluate executing a 
budget may make sense in some 
contexts, but likely makes little 
sense in evaluating whether the 
program executing the budget is 
conforming to its planned procure-
ment. 
 
One last word of caution: All of us 
should be careful to explain fully 
our use of performance measure-
ment terms. “Effects-based” simply 
means considering the results or 
outcomes. The same is true of any 
number of current buzzwords. (One 
of the authors’ least favorite is the 
current use of ROI to discuss return 
on expenditures for operations—
this makes no sense. Returns on 
investment means just that—returns 
to investment spending!) Thinking 
carefully about what you need to 
measure to achieve a goal (effec-
tiveness measures) and how to use 
resources to achieve them in the 
most cost-effective manner (effi-
ciency measures) can help avoid a 





We have presented a framework for 
defense performance measurement. 
The framework shows how 
performance measures are linked to 
strategic goals and objectives. The 
process begins with threat analysis 
leading to the development of 
policies and strategies. The 
MoD/DoD identifies the capabilities 
(forces) needed to  
 
See “Performance” on page 14.) 
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support the policies and strategies 
that guide the development of the 
budget necessary to acquire those 
capabilities. The budget leads to 
appropriations that fund 
organizations responsible for 
providing defense capabilities. Funds 
are used to buy inputs, and inputs 
are combined in activities to 
produce outputs. This part of the 
framework forms the basis for the 
measurement of efficiency—how 
well we turn inputs into outputs. 
Effectiveness comes from the output-
to-outcome part of the model: Did 
the outputs produce the desired 
effects? If we achieve the desired 
effects, then the threat is reduced 
and the cycle is repeated. 
 
To measure efficiency, we must 
understand the relationship between 
the cost of inputs and the amount of 
outputs—and cost accounting can 
help us do this. To measure 
effectiveness, we must understand 
the relationship between the 
organization’s goals and objectives 
and its outputs—the outcomes. 
Because outcomes are subjective 
and the future is unknown, measures 
of effectiveness can be difficult to 
define and use with accuracy. 
Finding the right measures requires 
careful consideration of both the 
intended and the unintended 
consequences as well as actual and 
perceived incentives. By using the 
framework presented in this paper, 
you can develop defense 
performance measures that are 





These also include Criteria-Based 
Assessments, Managing for Results, 
Performance Contracting, Total Quality 
Management and Lean Six Sigma; however, 
some of these, particularly the latter, were 
designed to deal with production efficiencies 
rather than program results.
2 
See, for 
example, the first and second Hoover 
Commissions of 1947 and 1953, 
respectively. Available in the U.S. 
Commission on Organization of the 
Executive Branch of the Government, 
Budgeting and Accounting (Washington, 
DC, 1949), p. 8.; see also U.S. Commission 
on Organization of the Executive Branch of 
the Government, Budgeting and Accounting 
(Washington, DC, 1949), p. 8. 
 
3 
U.S. General Accounting Office, Perform-
ance Budgeting: Past Initiatives Offer In-
sights for GPRA Implementation, 
GAO/AIMD-97-46 (Washington, DC, March 
1997), p. 33. 
 
4 
Outcomes definitions adapted from Harry 
P. Hatry (2001) “What performance meas-
ures should be tracked?” in Dall W. For-
sythe, ed. Quicker, Better, Cheaper: Manag-
ing Performance in American Government 
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Future Mobile Courses 
 
Calendar Year 2009 
  
Dates Country 
9 Feb – 20 Feb El Salvador 
16 Feb – 27 Feb Iraq 
23 Mar – 27 Mar Congo-Kinshasa 
6 Apr – 7 Apr Kyrgyzstan 
9 Apr – 10 Apr Tajikistan 
12 Apr – 23 Apr Iraq 
4 May – 8 May Honduras 
11 May – 15 May Bosnia & Herzegovina 
11 May – 22 May Lithuania 







Issue 27 www.nps.edu/DRMI January 2009 
 
15
Future Resident Courses 
 
For additional information on any of our resident courses please 
contact Kathi Noyes at (831) 656-2104 or e-mail  
DrmiAdmin@nps.edu 
 
The Defense Resources Management Institute publishes its 
newsletter quarterly. To find back issues of the newsletter and 
to receive additional information on DRMI’s activities, visit the 
website at http://www.nps.edu/drmi. To submit articles, visit the 
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Calendar Year 2009 











      
International Defense  
Management Course 
IDMC 09-1 P162003  2 Feb-15 Apr 09 11  
      
Defense Resources  
Management Course 
DRMC 09-2 P162002 20 Apr-14 May 09 4  
      
Defense Resources  
Management Course 
DRMC 09-3 P162002 18 May-12 Jun 09 4 SGOP 09-1 
      
Streamlining Governance 
Through Outsourcing,  
Privatization, and Public-
Private Partnerships 
SGOP 09-1 P162011 18 May-22 May 09 1 DRMC 09-3 
      
Senior International  
Defense Management 
Course 
SIDMC 09-1 P162004 22 Jun-17 Jul 09 4  
      
Defense Resources  
Management Course 
DRMC 09-4 P162002 20 Jul-13 Aug 09 4 MCDM 09-1 
      
Risk Management RISK 09-1 P162000 3 Aug-14 Aug 09 2 DRMC 09-5 
      
Multi-Criteria Decision  
Making Course 
MCDM 09-1 P162012 17 Aug-28 Aug 09 2 DRMC 09-4 
      
Defense Resources  
Management Course 




      
Budget Preparation, Execu-
tion and Accountability 
BPEA 09-1 P156600 14 Sep-23 Sep 09 1.3 DRMC 09-5 
      
International Defense  
Management Course* 
IDMC 09-2 P162003 21 Sept-4 Dec 09 11  
      
* This course convenes in one fiscal year and continues into the next fiscal year. 
